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The absence of translations is to be regretted--but one 
cannot have everything. Hofmann’s copious footnotes go far 
beyond what is required to note errors and to interpret the 
text. They provide a full and detailed commentary on the 
historical background to all matters under discussion. As for 
the introduction, Hofmann takes a further opportunity to survey 
the development of Leibniz’ early mathematical work and the 
relevance of this correspondence for the Newton-Leibniz 
controversy regarding priority in the invention of the calculus. 
Very briefly, the evidence assembled by Hofmann, and presented 
by him many times in one form or another, establishes that 
Leibniz, before his second visit to London, developed his 
infinitesimal methods unaided and uninfluenced by others. The 
letters he received from Collins and Oldenburg regarding the 
work of Gregory and Newton, and the excerpts he made from the 
papers he saw in London through the good offices of Collins 
were largely concerned with the “doctrine of series.” Leibni z ’ 
purpose in making the excerpts was linked with his aim of 
synthesising all existing mathematics through his new calculus. 
Hofmann’ s view has increasingly gained support through on-going 
Newtonian research. Although, with the publication of this 
volume, the documentation for the early period is vastly improved, 
Hofmann is obliged to refer to countless other sources for the 
account of the controversy itself. One is tempted to feel that 
a full review of the controversy and the accusations of 
plagiarism made against Leibniz might have been delayed until 
all the relevant correspondence had been brought together 
through the publication of subsequent volumes in this series. 
On the other hand, had this policy been adopted, we would have 
lost the benefit of the insights, knowledge and experience gained 
by Hofmann, who devoted his life to these studies. One can 
only hope that plans have been made for the publication of 
further volumes in this series and that we will not have too 
long to wait before all the Leibniz mathematical correspondence 
becomes available in a single collected edition. 
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There is little of interest in this book for the serious 
historian of mathematics. There is much in it, however, that 
could interest the curious non-mathematician, despite--or 
perhaps because of--the generous sprinkling of ‘curiosities’ : 
the phrase “a titolo di curiosita riportiamo” occurs some dozen 
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times and the book closes with twenty-one reproductions of title 
and other pages of "importanti opere." 
Three-fourths of the book is given to Euclidean and non- 
Euclidean geometry. (That Euclid's masterpiece is of perennial 
interest is shown by the fact that doctor's theses and 
Habilitationsschriften continue to be written about it.) Although 
our author takes us over familiar ground, this part of the book 
may be very satisfying to readers who can thus prove to themselves 
that they still remember something of their school geometry. 
The concept of model is rather carefully explained, in connection 
with non-Euclidean geometry, and this may well be the most 
useful part of the book for the cultured non-mathematician, for 
this concept, so simple to the mathematician, often seems quite 
difficult. The philosopher Jacques Maritain in his book 
Distinguer pour unir, ou Les Degr&s du Savoir [19X2], for 
example, devoted several pages to Lobachevskian geometry, but 
was never able to distinguish it from the Euclidean geometry 
of its model. 
It is certainly legitimate to view the history of mathematics 
from an evolutionary standpoint, but what will not do is to 
present qualitative leaps in its development without the 
quantitative pressures that made them possible. Motivations are 
missing from this account. An egregious example is the mention 
of the introduction of quaternions (p. 117) as something 
carrying mathematics farther from reality, with no mention of 
the very strong physical considerations that led to their 
introduction. And the author's view of the ever-improving 
state of mathematics leads him to present David Hilbert's 
presentation of the foundations of geometry as an absolute leap, 
obscuring the fact that it was, in some respects, retrogressive 
when compared, for example, to that of Mario Pieri. (This 
view was held, among others, by Bertrand Russell, whose opinions 
our author otherwise seems to approve.) All this, at any rate, 
can hardly accomplish the author's stated purpose: "to show 
the historical development of the science"--presumably mathema- 
tics--"understood as hypothetical-deductive organization" (p. 2). 
If the book appears addressed to non-mathematicians, it is 
even more clearly addressed to the Italian reader only. There 
are only a few references to works in other languages, and then 
only if there is no Italian translation. Where Italian 
translations exist, the bibliographic data for them are given, 
name and date of the original publication usually being omitted. 
Indeed, it seems that most sources cited are secondary. 
There is an inaccurate historical view in the excessive 
praise heaped on Hilbert for his Grundlagen der Geometrie [1899]. 
Referring to Euclidean geometry, the author writes that "only 
with Hilbert do we have a true logical improvement in comparison 
with Euclid." This improvement the author sees partly in the 
abandonment of spatial intuition, so that, in Hilbert's words: 
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"One must be able to say at all times--instead of points, 
straight lines, and planes--tables, chairs, and beer mugs." 
But this notion can be seen in the works of Moritz Pasch, and 
in Giuseppe Peano's treatment of geometry in 1889, what could 
be clearer than: "The sign 1 is read point. . . . The reader 
may understand by the sign 1 any category whatever of entities"? 
Part of Hilbert's improvement is seen in his discussion of the 
independence of his postulates. But, again, it was Peano and 
his school who systematically developed this method. The praise 
for Kurt Gadel is well deserved, but it is incorrect to attribute 
to him the proof of the completeness of the propositional 
calculus, a result obtained ten years earlier (in his Ph.D. 
dissertation, publihed in 1921) by Emil Post [Amer. J. Math. 
43, 163-1851. 
The book is well printed and there are only a few typographi- 
cal errors, of which only the two on page 93 might give the 
reader pause. (Fig. 47 is incorrect and "CH" in the last line 
should be "CD".) On page 190, PoincarB's first name is rather 
oddly given as "Henry". At least one line is missing from 
footnote 141 on p. 89. 
Finally, this reviewer notes with pleasure that--finalmente 
--a re-evaluation of the accomplishments of Peano may be 
beginning. It is indeed time that the factionalism that 
developed around Peano in his later years be abandoned, and our 
author gives a prominent place to Peano's axiomatization of 
arithmetic and his influence in particular on Bertrand Russell. 
It is unclear, however, why he still considers controversial 
Peano's claim to having discovered the postulates for the 
natural numbers independently of the work of Dedekind. 
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The history of Chinese mathematics is likely to be much more 
widely understood if translations of the major texts become 
available. The text dealt with here is "The Jade Mirror of the 
Four Unknowns" by Zhii Shlji6, published in A.D. 1303 at the end 
of the classical tradition of mathematics in China. (Its author's 
name is sometimes spelt Chu Shih-chieh or otherwise, and its 
title translated as "Precious Mirror of the Four Elements".) 
The actual translation of the text is to be in a second volume, 
not yet printed: the present volume contains a detailed commentary 
